Response to letter to editor regarding ECEIM consensus statement on equine metabolic syndrome Regarding the classification of carrots and apples as high NSC feed
items, it is both logical and customary in animal nutrition to compare feeds based on their dry matter content and as such, carrots and apples have frequently more than half of their dry matter represented by NSC, and invariably far more than 18%. Comparison of feeds "as fed," such as in Ms McLeod's letter, can lead to confusing paradoxes.
For example, 100 g of pure glucose would be regarded as a low NSC feed if given along with a liter of water. We are aware that the actual glycaemic load of a single carrot may be small, but we still regard the feeding of even small quantities of high-NSC feeds as suboptimal practice that demonstrates poor discipline of the horse carer as well as offering no nutritional benefit to a well-balanced diet as described in the statement.
Ms McLeod suggests that the article fails to mention forage energy content, although in section 7.1 we recommend total digestible energy intake to be 64%-94% of maintenance requirements. In cases where digestible energy content of forage is known, then a simple calculation can be made based on total dry matter fed to result in the total recommended forage digestible energy intake. We feel that it is self-evident that feeding a forage with lower digestible energy content should follow failure to observe weight loss.
We would also like to clarify the basis for the recommendation that haylage should not be fed to EMS cases. This view is entirely con- 
